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ABSTRACT
The working relationship is important in all models of supervision. Bordin’s (1983)
description o f the working alliance in supervision suggests one important way of looking
at the supervisory relationship. The purpose of the study was to investigate the extent to
which the supervisor’s and supervisee’s perception of the supervisory working alliance is
related to their multicultural characteristics (age, gender, sexual orientation, ethnic
background, religion, relationship status, and physical disability) during the supervisees’
pre-doctoral internship year.
Individual participants were psychology interns and their individual supervisors
recruited from APA-accredited university counseling centers through out the United
States. Forty-nine intern-supervisor pairs responded during the data collection process in
the Springs of 1999 and 2000. The participants filled out Demographic Questionnaire and
Working Alliance Inventory (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989).
The data analysis indicated that supervisory pairs have similar total supervisory
working alliance scores. The closer look of the components of the supervisory working
alliance revealed that supervisees’ have higher task scores than their supervisors.
Moreover, differences in gender, sexual orientation, ethnic background, religion, and
relationship status did not have an effect on the disparity between supervisee and the
supervisor ratings. A correlation was computed between age differences and supervisory
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working alliance score differences. Age was negatively correlated with perceptions of the
supervisory bond. Specifically, as supervisors grew increasingly older than supervisees, the
supervisees were more likely to rate the bond lower, relative to their supervisors.
Implications and limitations of the study are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Clinical supervision has been practiced as long as has psychotherapy. However,
supervision only recently has begun to receive sustained attention by educators and
researchers. The clinical supervision of counseling and clinical psychologists,
psychiatrists, social workers, and other mental health workers remains a relatively
understudied professional domain.
Supervision involves two individuals, the supervisor and the supervisee,
interacting with each other. Clinical supervision is essentially a dyadic human interaction
with a focus on modifying the behavior of the supervisee, so he or she may provide a
better service to a third person (client) (Hess, 1980; Lambert; 1980). One important
component o f the satisfactory supervision experience for the supervisee is the
development o f a compatible working relationship with the supervisor. The responsibility
o f this relationship appears to be shared by both supervisee and supervisor (Marshall &
Confer, 1980). The supervisory relationship is proposed to be responsible for changes in
the supervisee from initial vulnerability to final independence (Holloway, 1987). The
relationship component of supervision is assumed to be crucial for supervisees to become
more effective and useful with clients. However, this relationship has received little
attention from researchers (Worthington, 1984).
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The working relationship is important in all models of supervision (Hess, 1980).
Bordin’s (1983) description of the working alliance in supervision suggests one important
way o f looking at the supervisory relationship. The working alliance is a collaboration for
change in which exist three aspects: (1) mutual agreements and understanding regarding
the goals sought in the change process; (2) the tasks of each of the partners; and (3) the
bonds between the partners necessary to sustain the enterprise (Bordin, 1974). Bordin
(1983) also proposed a working alliance based model of supervision. Supervisory
working alliance is described as a relationship between supervisee and supervisor who
agree on mutual goals and tasks. It is “a set of actions interactively used by supervisors
and supervisees to facilitate the learning of the supervisee” (Efstation, Patton, & Kardash,
1990, p. 323). Thus, it is a description of the change process in the supervisee. The
supervisory working alliance includes both parties, the supervisor and the supervisee,
who are assumed to develop a bond to carry out common goals.
Since supervision involves two individuals, each brings to the situation several
background characteristics such as their culture, ethnicity, gender, religion, and, age. It is
only in recent years that increasing attention has been paid to the potential impact of
various cultural group memberships on the supervisory relationship. Much of the
previous literature on multicultural counseling supervision has outlined conceptual
models (Morgan, 1984; Tyler, Brome, & Williams, 1991) and theories (Bernard &
Goodyear, 1992). Most of the existing empirical research (McRoy, Freeman, Logan, &
Blackmon, 1986; Cook & Helms, 1988) has historically emphasized only the variable of
race or ethnicity when defining the existence of a multicultural supervision relationship
(Leong & Wagner, 1994).
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Current models of supervision include psychotherapy-theory-based supervision
(Bradley, 1989; Ekstein & Wallerstein, 1972; Rice, 1980; Watkins, 1997); social role
supervision models (e.g. Bernard, 1997; Holloway, 1997), developmental approaches to
supervision (e.g. Chagon& Russell, 1995; Skovholt & Ronnestad, 1992; Stoltenberg,
1981). Psychotherapy-theory-based supervision has paid little or no attention to
multicultural factors in supervision (Ancis & Ladany, 2001). In social role supervision
models, multicultural factors are mentioned within the description of two contextual
factors- supervisor factors and supervisee factors. In this model, cultural characteristics
are generally noted as relevant to the supervisor’s performance and to the supervisees’
attitudes and action toward their clients and supervisors (Ancis & Ladany, 2001).
Developmental approaches to supervision focus on how supervisees change as they gain
training and supervised experience (Bernard & Goodyear, 1998). The supervisee is
conceptualized as moving from a level and dependency and limited personal and
professional awareness to increased autonomy, awareness, and skill. While appropriate
supervisory approaches for supervisees were described at various stages of development,
specific strategies for increasing supervisees’ cultural counseling competence are not
addressed (Ancis & Ladany, 2001).
Overall, the literature focusing on multicultural counseling supervision can be
characterized as both general and fragmented. Several authors have discussed various
approaches to multicultural counseling supervision, including encouraging the supervisee
to examine her or his own sociocultural background, beliefs, and biases (Morgan, 1984;
Remington& DaCosta, 1989), recruiting diverse faculty and students (Morgan, 1984),
and providing cultural training and courses throughout the curriculum (Remington &
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DaCosta, 1989). Moreover, several authors (e g. Ault-Riche, 1988; Brodsky, 1980; Cook,
1994; Fong & Lease, 1996; Gardner, 1980; Lopez, 1997; Priest 1994; Remington &
DaCosta, 1989; Vargas, 1989) have written about problems in cross-cultural supervision,
including unintentional racism, supervisor gender bias, miscommunication, undiscussed
racial-ethnic issues that distort the supervisory relationship, overemphasis on cultural
explanations for psychological difficulties, and overdependence on supervisor’s
knowledge. These multicultural supervision models have several limitations. For
example, they focus on the supervisee’s multicultural competence without attending to
the supervisor’s competence; they focus on race-ethnicity while disregarding other
aspects of identity; they do not provide a comprehensive framework for approaching
multicultural issues within a supervisory context (Leong & Wagner, 1994); and, they lack
empirical research support (Ancis & Ladany, 2001).
Culture is emerging as one of the most important, and perhaps one of the most
misunderstood constructs of psychology (Pedersen, 1999). There are hundreds of
working definitions for the culture construct, which contrast with and sometimes
contradict one another (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 1992; Pedersen, 1990; 1997).
Anthropologists were the pioneers in their studies of cultures (Singer, 1961) and they
used the term culture quite differently from psychologists. Their definitions of culture are
all embracing. To the anthropologists culture includes the “ total attainment and activities
o f any specific period and group of humans” (Trandis, 1980, pg. 1). Culture consists of
the “shared elements” involved in “perceiving, believing, evaluating, communicating,
and acting” that are passed down from generation to generation with modification
(Trandis, 1996, p.408). Shared elements include language, history, and geographic
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location (Hays, 2001). Culture may be defined narrowly, limited to ethnicity or
nationality; or broadly, to include any and all potentially salient ethnographic variables
such as ethnicity, nationality, religion, and language, as well as demographic variables
such as age, gender, and place of residence, status variables such as social, economic, and
educational factors, and affiliation ranging from the more formal membership to the more
informal networks to which we belong (Pedersen, 1990; 1999).
Multicultural counseling adapted the broad definition of culture. Fukuyama
(1990) suggested that variables such as sex, age, sexual orientation, religious beliefs,
ethnicity, and race should be considered in defining multicultural counseling. Whitfield
(1994) added ability/disability as cultural variables. The current study applied a broad
definition o f culture and defined the term multicultural with variables such as age, sex,
sexual orientation, ethnic background, religion, relationship status, and physical ability of
supervisory pairs. An example of a multicultural supervisory pair would be given by the
author’s own supervisory experiences in her training: Supervisee is a White foreign
single non-Christian female. One of her supervisors was a Taiwanese married Christian
male. They both worked in the U.S.A. and communicated in English.
In the supervision literature, the terms “cross-cultural” and “multicultural” have
been used interchangeably to address cultural differences (race/ethnicity) between a
supervisor and a supervisee (Leong & Wagner, 1994). However, individual supervision
pairings are typically multicultural in that there are many different types of cultural group
memberships represented in these interactions (Bernard, 1994; Fukuyama, 1994).
Constantine (1997) proposed that a broad range of cultural variables (not only race and
ethnicity) need to be acknowledged in multicultural supervision relationship research.
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Bernard (1994) and Ancis and Ladany (2001) discussed the need for more
empirical verifications of multicultural supervision experiences. In attempt to advance the
knowledge and practice o f multicultural supervision through empirically based research,
this study aimed to investigate information from predoctoral intern supervisees and their
individual supervisors about various multicultural characteristics related to their
supervisory working alliance.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of my study was to investigate the extent to which the supervisors’
and supervisee’s perception of the supervisory working alliance is related to their
multicultural characteristics during the supervisees’ pre-doctoral internship year.
Hypothesis
My study attempted to test the following hypothesis:
1) The supervisee’s perception of supervisory working alliance will differ from
the supervisor’s perception o f supervisory working alliance.
la) The supervisee’s perception of a bond with a supervisor will differ from the
supervisor’s perception of a bond.
lb) The supervisee’s perception of a mutual goal will differ from the supervisor’s
perception o f a mutual goal.
lc) The supervisee’s perception of a task will differ from the supervisor’s
perception of a task.
2) Multicultural differences (a. age, b. sex, c. sexual orientation, d. ethnic
background, e. religion, f. relationship status, and g. physical disability) between
supervisor and supervisee will lower their perception of the supervisory working alliance.
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Limitations
1) My study was limited to 49 pre-doctoral counseling and clinical interns and
their supervisors.
2) The demographic characteristics were limited to age, sex, sexual orientation,
ethnic background, religion, marital status, and physical disability of participants.
3) The supervisees also had different levels of previous exposure to supervision;
this study investigated only their current supervisory relationship.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Supervisory Working Alliance Theory
Working Alliance
The concept of working alliance has been generally related to the relationship
between the therapist and the client in psychoanalysis. In the psychoanalytic literature, it
was discussed as “rational transference” (Fenichel, 1945), “therapeutic alliance” (Zetgel,
1956), “mature transference” (Stone, 1961), and “rapport” (Gitelson, 1962). The term of
working alliance was used to suggest a relationship more than neurotic transference. This
discussion led Greenson (1967) to formulate his relationship theory. He divided the
therapeutic relationship into three components: the working alliance, the transference
relationship, and the real relationship. All therapeutic relationships between the therapist
and the client are assumed to have these three components (Gelso & Carter, 1985).
Bordin (1979) has described the working alliance in a more general sense
and has applied it to all traditions of counseling and psychotherapy where change has
been sought. He conceptualized the working alliance as consisting of three pans: an
emotional bond between the participants, an agreement about the goals of counseling, and
agreement about the tasks of the work. If there is a positive attachment between the
participants, and the participants agree on goals and tasks in the therapy, then we can
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assume a strong working alliance. This strong working alliance precedes effective
therapy (Gelso & Carter, 1985).
According to Bordin (1979) the working alliance is not only a way of integrating
the field o f therapy, but also a description of the change process in the client. He
indicated three aspects of the working alliance:
1) Mutual agreements: The clarity and mutuality of agreement on goals between
the therapist and the client contribute to the strength of the working alliance. The kinds of
change goals agreed upon, usually in terms of thought, feeling, and action or some
combination, wiii contribute to the differentiation of the kinds of working alliances.
2) Tasks: The strength of a therapeutic working alliance depends on more than the
extent and clarity of agreement on goals. It rests also on a clear mutual understanding by
the participants about the tasks that their shared goals impose on each. These tasks are
usually assigned by the therapist and are based on his or her therapeutic tradition and/or
the incorporation of it with the therapist’s personal predispositions into a therapeutic
style. The strength of that working alliance will depend on how well the person seeking
change understands the connection between the assigned tasks and the goal and on how
well the demands of the task fit his or her ability to make a start on that task.
3) Bonds: There are bonds associated with carrying out a common enterprise. The
various combinations of goals and tasks will differ only in how much liking, caring, and
trusting there needs to sustain that particular collaboration. The time that the two persons
spend together will influence the required level (Bordin, 1979).
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Supervisory Working Alliance
A similar conceptualization of the working alliance has been emerging in the
supervision literature (Bordin, 1983; Efstation, Patton, & Kardash, 1990). Specifically,
the supervisor’s primary task in early supervision sessions is to establish a strong
working alliance with her or his supervisee. The differences between the supervisory and
counseling alliances reside in the learning and evaluative focus of the former and the
therapeutic focus of the latter. In the both settings, the working alliance is that aspect of
the overall relationship between the participants through which the influence of the
supervisor or counselor is attempted. Although the supervisory working alliance and the
counseling working alliance are not identical concepts, they both reflect a large element
o f affiliation between the participants as part of the relationship in both settings (Patton &
Kivlighan, 1997).
The supervisory working alliance allows the dyad to incorporate the varieties of
goals that have been posed for supervision. The supervisory goals are set for the
supervisees to master their specific skills, increase their awareness of process issues, and
deepen their understanding of concepts and theory. The supervision also sensitizes the
supervisees to their own feelings and helps them overcome personal and intellectual
obstacles. In addition, the supervisees are encouraged to conduct research in the
supervision process (Bordin, 1983).
The supervisory working alliance theory assumes that supervisors influence

/

supervisees through their use of technical knowledge and skill and that supervisees
willingly display their acquisition of that knowledge and skill. It is a relationship between
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the supervisee and the supervisor, which includes agreed upon mutual goals and tasks to
make the supervisee a more effective therapist.
Supervisory Working Alliance Research
Kuljian (1995) and Delaney (1994) investigated the relationship between
personality characteristics of supervisors and supervisee pairs and their supervisory
working alliance. Kuljian (1995) attempted to extend the conceptual and empirical work
on interpersonal aspects of psychotherapy supervision by looking at interpersonal
characteristics and perceptions of the supervisory relationship in supervisory dyads. Her
study proposed a significant relationship between interpersonal variables and the outcome
of psychotherapy supervision. Twenty-four supervisor-supervisee pairs completed two
measures o f the supervisory relationship. Results indicated that differences in reported
satisfaction in supervision relationship were strongly related to interpersonal behaviors.
In addition, basic self-identified interpersonal qualities like interpersonal warmth,
assertiveness, or passiveness were significantly correlated with behaviors that defined the
supervisory working alliance. Thus, results relate to Bordin’s (1983) working alliance
model o f supervision.
Delaney (1994) conducted a correlational study to examine the perceptions of 45
pairs o f masters-Ievel intern students and their field-site supervisors from the perspective
of their supervisory working alliance and a specific personality dualism: optimismpessimism. Results indicated that supervisor optimism correlated significantly with the
supervisor’s assessment of the supervisory working alliance but not with the supervisee’s
working alliance or optimism scores. Supervisees, though generally optimistic, did not
assess the supervisory working relationship as highly as their supervisors.
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Other studies (Trad, 1995; Sumerel & Borders, 1996) indicated no significant
differences in the perceptions of the supervisory working relationship between novice
and advanced supervisees. Trad (1995) found that regardless of the level of perceived
development most participants considered the working alliance strong at the end of the
supervision.
The supervisory working alliance researchers also included supervision outcome
in their investigations. Patton and Kivlighan (1997) examined the extent to which the
supervisee’s perception of the supervisory working alliance is related to two presumed
outcomes o f the supervisory process: a) the client’s perception of the working alliance in
counseling and b) the supervisee’s adherence to the counseling approach being taught in
supervision. In this study, the Working Alliance Inventory (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989)
was used to determine the degree to which client’s perception of working alliance in the
counseling sessions. The supervisee form of the Supervisor Working Alliance Inventory
(Efstation, Patton, & Kardash, 1990) was used to assess counselor supervisee’s
perception o f supervisory working alliance in the supervision. Efstation, Patton, and
Kardash (1990) concluded that there was a significant relationship between the
supervisee’s perception of the supervisory working alliance and the client’s perception of
the counseling working alliance. There was also a significant relationship found between
the supervisory working alliance and the Interviewing Style Scale. According to Patton
and Kivlighan (1997), the supervisory working alliance had a differential impact on the
types o f learning that occur in supervision. The supervisees were able to take the
knowledge they gained in supervision about building and maintaining relationships and
apply it to the relationship with their clients. The supervisory working alliance not only
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indicated the supervisee’s comfort in the supervisory relationship but was related to the
supervisee’s performance in counseling.
In another study, Sullivan (1995) predicted a significant relationship between
agreement on the nature and quality of the supervisory working alliance and perceived
outcome o f the therapeutic working alliance and the supervisory working alliance. Each
of these hypotheses was examined from the viewpoint of both the supervisor and the
supervisee. A significant correlation was found to exist between the respective
perceptions of satisfaction with the supervisory working alliance. Associations were
found that linked the supervisors’ perceptions of satisfaction with the work accomplished
by the supervisee in the therapeutic alliance to (a) their satisfaction with the supervisory
alliance and (b) with the ending of the supervisory relationship.
Ladany and Friedlander (1995) hypothesized that when supervisees and
supervisors form strong emotional bonds and agree on the goals and tasks of supervision,
it is less likely that the supervisees feel conflicted or confused about their roles in the
supervision process. In this study Working Alliance Inventory-Supervisee version (WAIT) (Bahrick, 1990) is used to assess supervisee’s perceptions of the three factors of the
supervisory working alliance. In addition, Role conflict and Role Ambiguity Inventory
and demographic questionnaire were used. Participants were graduate students in
counseling and clinical psychology in different states. The results indicated that neither
age, sex, ethnic-rational background, primary field of graduate study, year in graduate
program, level of training, current degree program, setting, months of supervised
counseling experience nor sex o f supervisor was significantly related to any of the
predictor or criterion variables, all ps< 01. Minutes per week of individual supervision
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did, however, significantly predirt role conflict r=.30, p< 01. The results of this study
showed that the supervisory working alliance was significantly related to supervisees’
perceptions o f role conflict and role ambiguity. Thus, when supervisees perceived a
stronger supervisory working alliance, they tended to experience less role conflict and
role ambiguity. When the supervisees perceived the supervisory alliance to be weaker,
they tended to experience more role conflict and role ambiguity. This finding seems to
highlight the importance of the supervisory working alliance as an important common
factor across supervision contexts, with implications for supervisees’ experience of role
difficulties.
There are also limitations of this study. Because the results reflect only the
supervisees’ perspectives on the alliance, those of their supervisors might differ notably.
Other factors such as supervisor-supervisee pairing by sex, racial identity interactions,
personality characteristics of the participants, and supervisory style needs to be
investigated along with role conflict and role ambiguity.
In summary, the stronger the supervisory working alliance, the more comfortable
and the less conflicted or confused are the supervisees in their role in supervision and in
counseling. The research on working alliance indicates that the interpersonal variables
such as warmth and assertiveness were related to strong working alliance between
supervisory pairs. I have also examined multicultural variables in supervisory working
alliance research. The following section reviews the multicultural issues in the
supervisory working alliance studies.
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Multicultural Issues in Supervisory Working Alliance
Chao (1994) has investigated cross-cultural factors and the working alliance. In
this research, specifically, two case studies were conducted. In both cases, the supervisee
was the same female, African American supervisee. During one practicum (at an innercity community mental health center), her supervisor was a male Caucasian
approximately 30 years older than her. During the subsequent practicum (at a university
counseling center), her supervisor was a female, Chinese-American of her own age.
Analysis of qualitative data revealed that, in both studies, the supervisor and the
supervisee shared compatible and ‘parallel’ racial relationship types and a positive,
conflict-free working alliance. The sessions generally were content rather than process
oriented; it was especially so in the first study. Interestingly, though, there was virtually
no discussion of racially related counseling or supervision issues in the sessions. The
researcher interpreted this outcome as a universal versus cultural content orientation of
the supervision (Chao, 1994). The supervision sessions mainly focused on commonalities
rather than cultural differences between the supervisor and the supervisee.
In a recent study, Gatmon et al. (2001) investigated race, gender, and sexual
orientation variables in the supervisory relationship. In this study, predoctoral psychology
interns were asked to provide info about their gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation,
and their perception of differences and similarities with their supervisors on these
variables. Results indicated that supervisees who discussed similarities and differences
regarding their ethnicity reported overall higher supervisory working alliance with their
supervisor. Regarding gender and sexual orientation, results indicated no significant
difference between the two groups. According to results there was no significant
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difference regarding discussion of ethnicity on reports of satisfaction supervision.
Supervisees who discussed gender similarities and differences reported higher levels of
overall satisfaction with supervision. Supervisees who discussed sexual orientation
similarities and differences reported higher levels of overall satisfaction of supervision.
There are no significant differences on supervisees’ satisfaction with supervision and
supervisory working alliance between those who matched on the cultural variables
explored and those who did not.
Gatmon et al. (2001) contributed to the supervision research in several ways. First
o f all, this study suggested that in multicultural research not only differences between
supervisee and supervisor but also similarities are important to explore. Secondly,
discussion o f the cultural similarities and differences in the supervision is crucial in
supervisory working relationship.
There are a few limitations of this study. First of all, researchers investigated only
supervisees’ perception of supervisory working alliance, supervision satisfaction, and
supervisors’ ethnicity, gender, and sexual orientation. Since supervision includes
supervisees and their supervisors, the research needs to take into account supervisors’
perception of supervision, too. Secondly, this research examined only three cultural
variables. There are other cultural variables (religion, nationality, relationship status, age,
etc.), which might affect supervisory working relationship.
Apparently, research that focuses on other multicultural characteristics of
supervisors and supervisees is limited. These recent studies indicate the importance of
multicultural characteristics in supervisory relationship. Especially, Gatmon et al. (2001)
study concluded that discussion of cultural similarities and differences promotes stronger
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working alliance. Since usually supervisors are the initiators of such discussion, they
need to be aware of multicultural issues in supervision. Recognizing and processing
multicultural differences and similarities between supervisor and supervisee, supervisors
will allow the supervisee to expand their understanding o f multicultural issues in
supervisory and also client relationships.
Multicultural Supervision
A topic of increasing concern in therapist-training literature is the quality of
individual therapist supervision. Various studies have examined the influence of
supervisees’ perceptions of the supervisory relationship on their satisfaction with the
process (e g., Heppner & Handley, 1981, 1982; Worthington & Roehlke, 1979).
However, for the most part these studies have ignored the potential influence of cultural
factors on supervisees’ experiences of supervision. Brown and Landrum-Brown (1995)
stated that clinical supervision is not exempt from multicultural dynamics and examining
issues o f cultural factors, when they exist, is a crucial part of the supervisory process.
They indicated that the supervisor directly influences the attitudes, knowledge, and skills
o f a supervisee through his or her attitudes, knowledge, and skills. The supervisor also
indirectly influences the supervisee through his or her personal characteristics, models of
relating, and nature o f concerns brought to supervision; these elements can affect how a
supervisor is perceived by the supervisee and, as a consequence, can influence
supervisor-supervisee interaction.
Race and Ethnicity in Supervision
Only two empirical investigations have examined the supervisory experiences of
racial and ethnic minority supervisees. Using a combination of structured and open-ended
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questions, McRoy, Freeman, Logan, and Blackmon (1986) studied the field experiences
o f social work supervisees and supervisors in cross-cultural dyads. Both the supervisees
and the supervisors identified more potential problems than benefits. For example, White
supervisors cited a variety of factors that contributed to problems in cross-cultural
supervisory relationships. These included language barriers, lack of knowledge of
cultural differences, and student defensiveness. African American supervisors also
reported language differences, as well as differences in opinions, backgrounds, and life
experiences as being problematic. Several Black supervisors reported experiences in
which White students questioned their competence and were unwilling to accept
supervision. Latino supervisors cited language differences, poor communication, and
issues o f authority. From the supervisee perspective, White students cited problems with
supervisor’s accents, differing values, prejudice, and inability to be honest and direct.
Latino supervisees indicated problems around issues of racism and differing frames of
reference, and African American supervisees reported a lack of awareness of racism, a
tendency o f White field instructors to minimize racial differences, and a tendency to
ignore students’ cultural backgrounds. Despite these numerous potential problems, only
28% o f the supervisors, and 16% of the supervisees indicated that they had experienced
an actual problem. A majority of the supervisors indicated that they had effectively
addressed any problems with supervisees; students, on the other hand, avoided discussing
both supervisory relationship problems and client problems surrounding cultural issues
and expressed discomfort in doing so. This perception occurred despite the fact that 47%
o f the students believed that the supervisors were “very sensitive” to racial and cultural
differences. Thirty-two percent viewed the supervisors as “somewhat sensitive,” 16%
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responded “neutral,” and 5% viewed them as “insensitive.” The student ethnic groups
did not differ in their perceptions of the degree of sensitivity of their supervisors to racial
and cultural differences. Although most cross-cultural supervisory pairs expected more
problems than benefits from the experience, actual reported problems were relatively
few. Furthermore, those who addressed their problems within supervision all reported
favorable outcomes.
Cook and Helms (1988) investigated the level of satisfaction with cross-cultural
supervision in a survey of 225 African, Latino, Asian, and Native-American supervisees.
Results indicated that the relationship dimensions of supervisor’s liking and conditional
interest contributed to greater satisfaction with supervision. Perceptions of the
supervisory relationship also varied, depending on the supervisee’s ethnic background.
African, Latino, and Native-American supervisees perceived significantly lower levels of
liking than did Asian Americans. Native-American students perceived higher levels of
discomfort than did the other three groups, who viewed their supervisors as emotionally
comfortable with them.
Cook and Helm’s (1988) study provides valuable information about minority
supervisees, but it has several serious limitations. This was a retrospective study that
relied solely on recall o f supervisee perceptions. Because there was no way of verifying
the accuracy o f these perceptions, it could present a distorted view of cross-cultural
supervisory relationship. A second problem was the small Native American sample size
(n=8). Any conclusions drawn about these populations were tentative at best. Third, the
lack of a White supervisee group limited the study. It would have been beneficial to see if
the same factors predicted satisfaction for intracultural supervision and cross-cultural

20
supervision. Thus, this study is important because it provides some unique and interesting
information about intergroup differences, but this information is limited by
methodological problems (Leong & Wagner, 1994). Finally, the study reflects only
supervisee’s perception of supervision. However, it should have been crucial to see the
supervisor’s perception of the supervisory relationship, since supervision involves for
both parties.
In her study, Fukuyama (1994) asked eighteen racial-ethnic minority students
who completed their internship year to complete a survey about critical incidents that
resulted in changes in their perceptions of their effectiveness as counselors from their
individual supervision experiences. The results of this study showed that perceived
support by the supervisor might be the critical variable leading to a positive working
relationship between supervisor and supervisee. One of the suggestions made by
supervisees was that supervisors need to initiate discussion of multicultural issues in
supervision, regardless of the ethnic or cultural backgrounds of supervisor, supervisee, or
client. There are several recommendations suggested by this study. One of which was
that the study could be expanded to include other cultural differences such as religious,
sexual orientation, and racial identity. A second suggestion was to include a sample of
White interns.
Clearly the results of Fukuyama (1994) raise many issues relevant to the
supervisory relationship in cross-cultural dyads that justify further study. More empirical
research is needed in relation to the training needs of ethnic and racial minority students.
Such research should include survey or interview data, or both, with culturally diverse
supervisees and comparisons with majority supervisees, as well as the assessment of the
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perceptions and behaviors of supervisors and faculty in their work with minority
supervisees (McNeill, Horn, & Perez, 1995). However, race and ethnicity are only one
multicultural variable to consider. Many variables such as age, sex, sexual orientation,
religion, and physical disability also need to be included in the supervision research.
In an exploratory study, Constantine (1997) asked the supervisees and supervisors
in internship settings to indicate their supervision experiences and their demographic
characteristics. In a comparison of each intern-supervisor dyad, it was noted that all of the
supervisory pairs were composed of individuals who were culturally dissimilar at least
two of the demographic variables. Result of this study indicated that supervisors and
interns spent an average of nearly 15% of their current supervision time addressing or
discussing multicultural issues, and some respondents reported that their supervision
relationship could have been more enhanced if they had spent more time processing their
relationship with regard to their cultural differences. Several supervisees, however,
reported that they felt their supervisors seemed reluctant to bring up issues of
multicultural diversity in the context of their relationship. Some supervisors in this study
indicated that they did not feel multicultural issues were important; others asserted that
they had not thought much about issues of multicultural diversity.
Constantine (1997) and Fukuyama (1994) indicated that supervisees expected
their supervisors to approach cultural issues in supervision. The supervisee is not as open
to the discussion of cultural and racial issues with the supervisor because the supervisee
believes the supervisor knows or at least should know how these issues impact therapy
and supervision. It is the responsibility of the supervisor to raise these issues for the
supervisee just as they would be raised in the therapy itself. Since the supervisees are
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generally not free to choose their supervisors, cultural and racial differences may become
serious stumbling blocks in the supervision (Morgan, 1984).
The supervisor needs to be sensitive to the issues of culture, both in the
supervision as well as in the conduct of the therapy. It is the responsibility of the
supervisor to be aware of these issues, to explicate them, and to encourage the supervisee
to look at his own socio-cultural background as it relates to treatment. If the supervisor is
of one race and the supervisee is of another, these issues should be addressed early in the
supervisory process. Likewise, if the supervisor is of one sex and the supervisee another,
differences in perspective must be addressed.
Gender in Supervision
Gender differences in counseling and supervision have caught attention of several
researchers in psychology (Romans, 1996; Crespi, 1995; Taylor, 1994;Twohey, 1994;
Mendell, 1993; Twohey & Volker, 1993; Munson, 1987; Mendell, 1986; Fong &
Borders, 1985).
Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987) stated that female supervisees tend to emphasize
relationship factors, while male supervisees tend to emphasize cognitive/task factors in
relationships. The differences that have been postulated to exist between male and female
supervisees by Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987) parallel the differences in style between
men and women discussed by Gilligan (1982). Briefly, Gilligan notes that when
interacting with others, women view the focus on the relationship itself as being of
primary importance, valuing qualities such as closeness, support, and interpersonal
warmth and caring. In contrast to women, Gilligan discusses men as having tendency to
emphasize cognitive factors in interacting with others. Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987)
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stated that these differences in style might be important in supervision. Romans (1996)
confirmed these differences with the finding of his study that female supervisees
emphasized relationship factors in supervision and counseling.
Bernstein (1993) stated that male supervisors and female supervisees might
actually be speaking different languages. This is consistent with Gilligan (1982) who also
mentioned “men and women may speak different languages that they assume are the
same” (p. 173). Worthington and Stem (1985) observed that male rather than female
supervisees perceived better relationships with supervisors. Also. Male rather than female
supervisors perceived better relationships with supervisees. This perceived difference in
relationship with supervisors and supervisees helps to intensify one crucial rationale for
attempting to better understand why supervisors need to be aware of gender issues. The
perceived quality o f relationship between supervisor and supervisee is only one picture of
a dynamic, which is not balanced between the sexes (Crespi, 1995). Twohey and Volker
(1993) noted that, “Training programs that provide primarily male supervisors may
inadvertently promote stereotypical male styles of intervention while omitting female
styles. Women with only male supervisors risk having their communication and relational
styles devalued, despite the fact that the most widely used counseling skill clusters
include traditionally female skills (e g., emotional expression, acknowledgement,
acceptance)” (pp. 189-190).
Addition to differences between female and male communication styles,
researchers (Taylor, 1994; Munson, 1987) also discussed about gender and power issues
in counseling and supervision. The need for power is generic to clients, counselors, and
supervisors alike, but the power utilized will vary and may or may not be functional.
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Power and gender issues can contaminate counseling regardless o f the sex of the
counselor or the client, but there has been more concern when the therapist is male and
the client is female. There are little data about the complaints of male clients about
gender issues in counseling; but there are such data for women (Bernard & Goodyear,
1992). Actually this is exactly reflected in the supervision relationship, where research
has shown that the most troublesome combination reported was the female supervisor
with a male supervisee (Behling, Curtis, & Foster, 1988).
In conclusion, gender is one of the multicultural issues that must be considered in
the relationship between supervisors and supervisees. Whether we discuss it or not, cross
cultural factors in the supervision of psychotherapy are very real. If addressed, they can
lead to the increased understanding and growth of the supervisees and supervisors. If
neglected, we will perpetuate the myth that psychotherapy is only for attractive, young,
white, middle-classed females with an intelligence of 130 or better (Morgan, 1984).
Previous multicultural supervision researches have mostly focused on race and
ethnicity differences between supervisors and supervisees. Recently, researchers tend to
look at other multicultural variables not solely on ethnicity and race. Constantine (1997)
proposed that multicultural characteristics such as age, sex, sexual orientation, religion,
marital status, and physical disability also have to be considered as variables in the
multicultural supervision research.
Concluding Summary
The literature reviews presented here offer several conclusions that serve as the
support for the research questions in my study. Previous studies have shown that
supervisees’ perceptions of the supervisory relationship vary, depending on the
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supervisee’s ethnic background. In addition, the supervisors and the corresponding
supervisees might have different perceptions of the supervisory relationship.
The literature in the supervisory working alliance and multicultural characteristics
o f the supervisor and supervisee pairs is limited. In conducting this investigation, I aimed
to contribute to this area of research by providing empirical results. I looked at several
multicultural characteristics of the supervisor - supervisee pairs and examined their
impact on the supervisory working alliance.

CHAPTER III
METHODS
The following sections include a description of the participants chosen, and the
procedure undertaken to collect data. Psychometric properties and information related to
the instruments used in the current study are also discussed, along with the statistical
procedures used to analyze the data.
Sample
Individual participants were psychology interns and their individual supervisors
recruited from APA-accredited university counseling centers through out the United
States. Recruiting participants from a single type of agency helps to increase sample
homogeneity, thus reducing differences in results due to extraneous factors.
According to the APPIC Directory (Hall & Cantrell, 1996) 77 university
counseling centers were offering at least three internship slots that started in 1999. Twohundred-thirty-one-pairs of surveys were distributed to 77 sites during the Spring
semester of 1999. Since the return rate was low (33, or 14%, intern-supervisors pairs
returned completed instruments), the procedure was repeated during the Spring semester
o f 2000. An additional 16 pairs responded at that time, for a total sample of 49 internsupervisor pairs and a return rate of 16%.
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Measurements
Demographic Questionnaire
Interns and their supervisors provided information related to their general
demographic characteristics such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, religion affiliation,
sexual orientation, relationship status, and physical disability. In addition, participants
were asked regarding their theoretical orientation and primary language (See
Appendices).
Working Alliance Inventory fWAD fHorvath & Greenberg. 1989)
The WAI (Working Alliance Inventory) (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989) was used
to investigate the supervisor and intern’s perceptions of the supervisory working alliance.
The WAI was developed based on Bordin’s theoretical formulations that described the
working alliance as consisting of three parts: bond, agreement on goals, and agreement
on tasks. Each scale consisted of twelve 7-point Liken items (a total of 36 items). Internal
consistency estimated of the three scales has been reported to range from .85 to .88, with
the composite score (i.e., the sum of the three scales) attaining a coefficient alpha of .93.
There was evidence supporting the convergent validity of the WAI scales. The results
also offered some support for the discriminant validity of the Goal scale, and there was
limited support for the Task scale. The status of the Bond scale was ambivalent; although
the elevated correlation between Bond and Empathy was explicable on the basis of the
similarity o f the underlying constructs. The strong relationship between the client’s Bond
and the counselor’s Goal scales suggested a conceptual similarity between these
constructs during the early phase of counseling (Horvath & Grenberg, 1989).

28
In revising the WAI for use within the supervision working context, Bahrick
(1990) and Baker (as cited in Bernard & Goodyear, 1992) made minor changes to reflect
the supervisory context based on Bordin’s (1983) extension of the therapeutic working
alliance to the training context. Terms like therapist and client were changed to
supervisor and supervisee, respectively; references to client problems were changed to
supervisee issues or supervisee concerns (See Appendices).
Procedure
University counseling centers with American Psychological Association (APA)
accredited internship sites in the United States (n=77) were included in this study. The
counseling center addresses were gathered from the 1997-98 Association of Psychology
Postdoctoral and Internship Centers (APPIC) Directory (Hall & Cantrell, 1996).
The data were collected in 1999 and 2000 Spring semesters, approximately 6
months after the start of the predoctoral internship. Internship training directors at the 77
sites were sent survey packets and asked to distribute a packet to three of their interns and
their corresponding individual clinical supervisors. For each internship site, the director
o f training was sent a cover letter and the three pair of survey packets. The cover letter
(See Appendices) provided a brief description of the study, an estimated amount of time
required for supervisory pairs to complete the survey and a request for the director to
distribute a survey packet to three intern and their corresponding clinical supervisors.
Each of the intern survey packets included, in order, a cover letter, the Working
Alliance Inventory- Supervisee (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989), a demographic
questionnaire, and an envelope typed as supervisee (See Appendices). In the cover letter,
interns were informed that participation was voluntary and all questionnaires would be
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kept confidential. Also included in the cover letter was a brief description of the study, an
estimate o f the completion time required, and a request for intern to return their survey to
their supervisor in a sealed envelope.
Each o f the supervisor survey packets included, in order, a cover letter, the
Working Alliance Inventory-Supervisor (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989), a demographic
questionnaire, an envelope typed as supervisor, and a self addressed postage paid return
envelope. In the cover letter, supervisors were informed that participation was voluntary
and all questionnaires would be kept confidential. Also included in the cover letter was a
brief description of the study, an estimation of time required to complete the survey and a
request for supervisors to distribute, collect their individual intern’s packet and return all
items to the researcher in a self addressed postage paid envelope.
During the data collection, reminder cards were sent in order to follow up
surveys. Since the return rate was low (n=33, 14% return rate) in the 1999 Spring
Semester, the data collection was repeated in the Spring semester of 2000.
Summary
In performing the current investigation, participants were recruited from APAaccredited university counseling centers throughout the United States. Survey packets
were sent to training directors who were asked to distribute surveys to three interns and
their individual supervisors. Each intern and their supervisors had a packet that consisted
o f a Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory, and demographic questionnaire. O f the
308 packets distributed (231 first year and 77 second year), 49 (16%) surveys were
returned and used in the data analysis.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The following results include descriptive and frequency data for demographic
variables collected on the sample population. In addition, data are presented on levels of
supervisory working alliance. Other results presented included correlations between
demographic variables and the three scales of Supervisory Working Alliance. Statistics
were performed using the statistics software SPSS for Windows, Release 9.0 (SPSS for
Windows, 1998).
Overview of Sample Characteristics
A total of 49 predoctoral psychology interns and their supervisors (N=49) at
American Psychological Association (APA)- accredited university counseling centers
through out the United States participated in this study. The intern sample can be
described by looking at the frequency data for demographic variables, as is presented
Table 1. For those interns reporting, the ratio of women to men was slightly greater than
2.25:1 and consisted of 34 females and 15 males, ranging in age from 26 to 46 years old.
The intern pool had 35 Caucasian, 7 African American, 4 Asian American, 1 Hispanic, 1
international, and 1 biracial individual. In terms of religious denomination, interns were
diverse, although a large majority were Christian: Catholic (n=9), Jewish (n=6), Baptist
(n=2), Buddhist (n=l), Protestant (n=12), Lutheran (1), Atheist (n=2), and other (n=l 2)
were all represented, with 4 participants not reporting. Intern participants consisted of 43
30
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heterosexual, 3 homosexual, and 3 bisexual individuals. Thirteen stated that they were
single, while 20 were married, 12 were in committed relationship, 2 were divorced, and 2
indicated “other” status. None of the intern participants reported being physically
disabled. Four intern participants indicated that their primary language was not English
(Greek, Chinese, Korean, and Thai) and 6 interns stated they were bilingual. Two intern
participants were bom outside of the United States.
The supervisor sample (N=49) can be described by looking at the frequency data
for demographic variables as is presented Table 2. The majority of supervisors were
Caucasian (81,6%), heterosexual (90%), and married (59.2%). Supervisor participants
consisted of 24 female and 25 male individuals (N=49). In terms of religion, the
supervisors were diverse, although again largely Christian (Catholic n= 9; Jewish n=9;
Baptist n=2; Buddhist n=l; Protestant n=13; Unitarian n=2; Lutheran n=l; Atheist n=l;
other n=9; unmarked n=2). Their age ranged from 31 years old to 65 years old. None of
the supervisor participants indicated being physically disabled. One supervisor’s primary
language was French; five supervisors indicated being bilingual and six supervisors could
speak other languages (Spanish, German, and French). One supervisor was bom outside
the United States.
Differences and similarities of gender, age, and ethnicity between supervisees and
their supervisors were also explored. The characteristics of supervisee and supervisor
pairs are presented in Table 3. Ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, and relationship
status were collapsed into two categories, Caucasian versus non-Caucasian, Christian
versus non-Christian, heterosexual versus non-heterosexual, and married versus not
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Table 1

Frequency Distributions for Demographic Data Repcned by Interns
Variables

u

Percentage

Gender (N=49)

Female
Male

34
15

69.4
30.6

Race/Ethnicity/Nationality (N =49)

African or Black
Asian or Pacific Islander
Caucasian (European)
Hispanic
International
Multiracial

7
4
35
1
l
l

14.3
8.2
71.4
2.0
2.0
2.0

Religion Affiliation (N=49)

Catholic
Jewish
Baptist
Buddhist
Protestant
Lutheran
Atheist
Other
Unmarked

9
6
2
1
12
l
2
12
4

18.4
12.2
4.1
2.0
24.5
2.0
4.1
24.5
8.2

Sexual Orientation (N=49)

Bisexual
Heterosexual
Homosexual

3
43
3

6.1
87.8
6.1

Relationship Status (N=49)

Single
Married
Committed Relationship
Divorced
Other

13
20
12
2
2

26.5
40.8
24.5
4.1
4.1

Primary Language (N=49)

English
Greek
Chinese
Korean
Thai

45
1
1
I
1

91.8
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0

Country o f Origin (N=49)

US Bom
Not US Bom

47
2

95.9
4.1

married. Majority of supervisee and supervisor pairs consisted of same gender (46.9%),
ethnicity (65.3%), religion (48.9%), sexual orientation (85.7%), and relationship status
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53.1%). Age differences between supervisor and intern ranged from -2.00 to +30.00
years.
Table 2
Frequency Distribution for Demographic Data Reported bv Supervisors

Variables

q

Percentage

Gender (N=49)

Female
Male

24
25

49.0
51.0

Race/Ethnicity/Nationality
(N=49)

African or Black
Caucasian (European)
Hispanic
International
Other

5
40
2
1
l

10.2
81.6
4.1
2.0
2.0

Religion Affiliation (N=49)

Catholic
Jewish
Baptist
Buddhist
Protestant
Unitarian
Lutheran
Atheist
Other
Unmarked

9
9
2
1
13
2
1
1
9
2

18.4
18.4
4.1
2.0
26.5
4.1
2.0
2.0
18.4
4.1

Sexual Orientation (N=49)

Bisexual
Heterosexual
Homosexual

l
44
4

2.0
89.8
8.2

Relationship Status (N=49)

Single
Married
Committed Relationship
Cohabitant
Divorced

9
29
2
1
8

18.4
59.2
4.1
2.0
16.3

Primary Language (N =49)

English
French

48
1

98.0
2.0

Country o f Origin (N=49)

US Bom
Not US Bom

48
1

98.0
2.0
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Table 3

Frequency Distribution for Demographic Data: Supfiiyiseg/Surervisar Pairs
Variables

a

Gender
Same Gender
Supervisee Female/Supervisor Male
Supervisee Male/Supervisor Female

23
18
8

Ethnicity
Same Ethnicity
Supervisee is CaucasianySupervisor is not
Supervisor is Caucasian/Supervisee is not
Religion
Both are Christians
Supervisee is ChristianySupervisor is not
Supervisor is ChristianySupervisee is not

32
6
11

24
11
14

Percentage

46.9
36.7
16.3

65.3
12.2
22.4

48.9
22.4
28.5

Sexual Orientation
Same Sexual Orientation
Supervisee is HeterosexuaiySupervisor is not
Supervisor is HeterosexuaiySupervisee is not

42
3
4

85.7
6.1
8.2

Relationship Status
Same Relationship Status
Supervisee is not marriedySupervisor is married
Supervisee is marriedySupervisor is not married

26
16
7

53.1
32.7
14.2

Discussion of the Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 predicted that the supervisee’s perception of working alliance would
differ from his or her supervisor’s perception of working alliance. To determine if the
average working alliance scores for the supervisees differed significantly from their
supervisors, a paired samples i-test was conducted. The results for all paired-sample ttests are presented in Table 4.
The working alliance scores of supervisees were compared to scores of their
supervisors. In comparison to their supervisors, average working alliance scores of
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supervisees were not significantly different, I (96)= 1.53 (p < .05). Thus, Hypothesis 1
was not supported.
Table 4

Raired-Samples Comparison of-Supervisory. Working Alliance-Descriptive Statistics-for
Supervisee and Supervisors

Supervisee (N=49)

Supervisor .(Ns49)

Scale

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

I

SWA

5.98

.51

5.86

.44

1.53

Bond

6.04

.63

6.01

.59

0.36

Goal

5.93

.53

5.80

.46

1.59

Task

5.96

.54

5.76

.43

2.27*

* p <.05
Hypotheses l.a., l.b., and l.c. predicted that supervisees’ bond, goal, and task
scores would differ from their supervisors. To determine if supervisees’ bond, goal, and
task scores differed significantly from their supervisors, paired samples I-tests were again
performed (See Table 4). In comparison to the supervisors, bond and goal scores of
supervisees were not found significantly different. Hence, Hypotheses l.a. and l.b. were
not supported (Bond, I (96)= .36, p< .05; goal, I (96)= 1.59, p< .05). Task scores of
supervisees were found to be significantly different from their supervisors (Task, I (96)=
2.26, p<.05), with supervisees rating task scores (M=5.96) higher than their supervisors
(M=5.76).
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The 2nd Hypothesis predicted that multicultural differences such as a) age, b)
gender, c) sexual orientation, d) ethnic background, e) religion, f) relationship status, and
g) physical disability between supervisee and supervisor lower their perception of
supervisory working alliance. In addition, the effects of multicultural differences on
bond, goal, and task scores of supervisory pairs were examined. As a first step, difference
scores were calculated by subtracting supervisor scores on SWA total, bond, goal and
task scores from their paired supervisee scores. Then, to test Hypothesis 2, analyses were
run using the resulting difference scores, first in a correlation with the age differences and
second as the dependent variable in a series of ANOVAs.
A Pearson correlation was computed to examine whether an age difference
between supervisee and supervisor would lower their perception of the supervisory
working alliance. The age difference between supervisee and supervisor was not found to
be correlated with their perceptions of supervisory working alliance, goal, or task (see
Table 5). However, age was negatively correlated with perceptions of the supervisory
bond. Specifically, as supervisors grew increasingly older than supervisees, the
supervisees were more likely to rate the bond lower, relative to their supervisors.
A series of ANOVAs were run to determine the effect of the other demographic
variables on supervisee and supervisor differences in SWA ratings. As can be seen in
Table 6, none of these factors (gender, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, religion, or
relationship status) had an affect on ratings of SWA within supervision dyads. In
addition, these demographic differences between supervisee and supervisor did not affect
their respective perceptions of task, bond, or goal (Table 6). Hypothesis also proposed to
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assess whether physical disability differences between supervisee and supervisor would
lower their perception of supervisory working alliance. Since there was no sample in this
category, this hypothesis was not tested.
Table 5
Correlation Matrix for Age and Supervisory Working Alliance

Variables

AGEDIFF

TASKDIFF

BONDDIFF

GOALDIFF

SWADIFF

AGEDIFF

1.00

-.21

-.37*

-.14

-.28

TASKDIFF

-.21

1.00

.64

.78

.90

BONDDIFF

-.37*

.64

1.00

.62

.86

GOALDIFF

-.14

.78

.62

1.00

.89

SWADIFF

-.28

.90

.86

.89

1.00

♦Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
Summary
The current study investigated the supervisory working alliance in a sample of 49
psychology interns and their supervisor pairs. The results revealed that for intern
participants the ratio of women to men was slightly greater than 2.25:1 and ranging in age
from 26 to 46 years old. The supervisors’ pool consisted of mostly Caucasian,
heterosexual, and married individuals. The majority of supervisee and supervisor pairs
shared same gender, ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, and relationship status.
Overall, the results suggested that supervisory working alliance scores of
supervisees and their supervisors were not significantly different from each other. Even

Table 6
Means. Standard Deviations, and F Values o f Supervisee and Supervisor SWA Scores by Demographic Variables

SWA Total
N

M

SD

Gender
Same Gender
Female Supervisor, Male Supervisee
Male Supervisor, Male Supervisee

23
8
18

.12
.18
.08

.67
.53
.37

Sexual Orientation
Same Orient
Supervisor Hetrosexual
Supervisee Hetrosexual

42
4
3

.10
.02
.51

.56
.58
16

Race/Ethnicitv
Same
Supervisor Caucasian
Supervisee Caucasian

32
11
6

.15
.08
.02

.61
.48
.28

Religion
Same
Supervisor Christian
Supervisee Christian

24
14
11

-.01
.20
.31

.67
.38
.35

RelationshiD
Same
Supervisor Married
Supervisee Married

26
16
7

.16
-.02
.27

SWA Task
F

M

SD

.20
.15
.20

.76
.44
.46

.18
.02
.58

.61
.69
.50

.98

M

SD

.10
.16
-.11

.81
.73
.46

.02
.06
.30

.73
.37
.12

.09
-.14
.02

.79
.47
.27

.06
.20
.48

.73
.42
.42

.95
.57
.70
.57

SD

.65
.54
.43
1.48

.08 .54
.12 .79
.65 .23
.46
.17 .58
.07 .52
-.04 .52

.76
.61
.50

.87
.03
.15
.28

.71
.35
.34
1.15

.79
.12
-.14
.09

.65
.66
.84

F

.36
.06
.24
.15

1.83
-.15
.25
.16

.60
.21
.08
.39

M

.52

1.85

.19

F

.26

.30
.15 63
.31 66
.09 .44

SWA Goal

.68

.75

.16

Note. SWA=Supervisory Working Alliance

F

.02

.85

.49
.60
.60

SWA Bond

.16
-.02
.33

.48
.59
.72
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though supervisees gave higher ratings to task than supervisors, supervisory pairs
reported having similar bond and goal scores. According to the analysis, age differences
between supervisees and supervisors did not affect their perception of the overall
supervisory working alliance. In addition, age differences did not have an effect on their
task and goal scores. However, as supervisors grew older than their supervisees, the
supervisees were more likely to have lower bond scores. The current study revealed that
differences or similarities between supervisees and supervisors in gender, sexual
orientation, ethnic background, religion, and relationship status did not affect the
perception of supervisee and supervisor’s working alliance. Similarly, these multicultural
factors did not affect their task, bond, and goal scores.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to explore whether multicultural differences such as
age, gender, sexual orientation, ethnic background, religion, relationship status, and
physical disability between supervisees and supervisors change their perception of the
supervisory working alliance. The present study suggests that supervisors and their
supervisees have similar supervisory working alliance perceptions regardless of their
differences and similarities in these characteristics. A closer look of analysis indicates
that the supervisee’s task scores are higher than their supervisor’s ratings. In addition, the
age differences between supervisee and supervisor affects supervisee’s bond score.
Specifically, as supervisors become increasingly older than supervisee, the bond is rated
lower by the supervisee.
The current research supports the recent study completed by Gatmon et al. (2001)
on relationships between ethnicity, gender, and sexual orientation cultural variables in
supervision and measures of supervisory working alliance. Neither the current nor
Gatmon’s study found significant differences in supervisees’ perceptions of the
supervisory working alliance between those who matched with their supervisors on the
cultural variables (ethnicity, gender, and sexual orientation) and those who did not. The
current study did not investigate whether supervisory pairs discussed their similarities or
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differences on these variables explored in their supervision. Such discussion may change
their perception of supervisory working alliance (Gatmon et al., 2001).
In the current study, supervisees and their individual supervisors were able to
build a supervisory working alliance regardless of their differences or similarities. A
closer look of the components of the supervisory working alliance indicates that the
supervisee shares less the feelings of liking, caring, and trusting, if they have a supervisor
who is much older than they are. However, the supervisor’s bonding score was not
affected by the age differences. According to Bordin (1983), concerns related to the bond
aspect of the working alliance might be created between supervisor and supervisee as a
result of the evaluative function of supervision. Holloway (1997) also noted the power of
the supervisor in the supervisory relationship. These power differences, combined with
the supervisor’s evaluative role, might intensify the potential negative impact of the
supervisor’s age in creating a bond in the working relationship. Thus, the supervisee
might have fewer feelings of trust, liking, and caring toward their supervisor.
According to Bordin (1983), the working alliance assumes that both supervisees
and supervisors agree to work on goals for the supervisees such as mastering specific
skills, enlarging supervisees’ understanding of clients, expanding their awareness of
process issues, increasing awareness of supervisees’ self and their impact on the process,
overcoming personal and intellectual obstacles toward learning and mastery, deepening
supervisees’ understanding o f concepts and theory, providing a stimulus to research, and
maintaining the standards of service. The strong supervisory working alliance includes a
mutual agreement and understanding of the tasks of the supervisor and supervisee. The
results of the current study signify that both supervisors and supervisees complete the
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tasks each of them is expected to fulfill. This strong working alliance also indicates that
supervisees are able to complete their tasks according to their goals. The results of the
current study indicate higher task scores for the supervisees compared to their own
supervisor. There are several possible explanations for these findings. First, the
supervisee participants in this research were in an advanced training stage of their
education and they may consider establishing a working alliance with their supervisor as
being professional. In this study, supervisees were in their pre-doctoral internship year
and already had their practicum or fieldwork practices. Pre-doctoral internship year is
their last year before going to real practices as a professional. According to Holloway
(1997), “[supervision is a formal relationship in which the supervisor’s task includes
importing expert knowledge, making judgments of supervisees’ performance, and acting
as a gatekeeper to the profession” (p.251). Therefore, supervisees might be committed to
their internship job and might feel pressured to complete their tasks in higher quality. The
continuous interaction between the supervisor and supervisee and the processes within
the relationship permit shared power (Holloway, 1997). Since a working alliance is not a
social or more emotional relationship, supervisory pairs were able to share similar goals,
tasks, and bond in their supervisory relationships.
Another explanation of the strong working alliance is the time allowed to
establish a relationship. The data was collected in the spring semester, approximately six
months after the start of the pre-doctoral internship assuming that supervisory pairs
establish a working relationship. This study demonstrates that during a year long predoctoral internship, supervisor and supervisee pairs were able to form a supervisory
working alliance, regardless of similarities and differences in multicultural factors.
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Another possible reason for the strong working alliance found in the current study
might be the hesitation of a supervisee to fill out survey and return it to the supervisor. If
supervisees did not have a positive relationship with their supervisors, they might have
been reluctant to return their surveys to their supervisors. Thus, the participants with
concerns or negative issues in their supervisory relationships might not have been
represented in the data collection process.
Contributions
Previous multicultural supervision research has focused on race and ethnicity
differences between supervisees and supervisors. Recently, researchers (Constantine,
1997; Gatmon et al., 2001) have begun to look at other multicultural characteristics such
as age, gender, sexual orientation, religion, marital status, and physical disability. The
current study has extended the practice of considering a wide range of variables as
multicultural characteristics in supervisory relationship.
Another contribution of this study is to include both parties of supervision:
supervisor and supervisee. Previous supervisory working alliance research (Gatmon et
al., 2001) included only supervisees as participants. Since both members of the
supervisory dyad were studied, this study presents a unique and more comprehensive way
o f looking at the supervisory working relationship. The supervisors in this study were
able to establish a supervisory working alliance with their individual supervisees. As
mentioned earlier, the relationship between supervisor and supervisee is a key factor in
professional development of supervisees (Ronnestad & Skovholt, 1993). The current
study demonstrates that supervisors were able to create an environment that was
supportive and encouraging for supervisees. Bordin (1983) noted that the strength of a
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supervisor supervisee working alliance depends on shared expectations. The supervisors
are usually the initiators in the relationship. They set the tone and establish a bond
between themselves and supervisees. In the current study, supervisors who were similar
or different from their supervisee were able to form a mutual bond, goal, and task
between them and supervisees. Supervisors were found to work with advanced level
supervisees and share similar perception about their relationship. The results indicated
that supervisors were creating a safe and supportive environment and establishing a
working alliance regardless of their individual supervisees’ differences.
Limitations
The current study has limitations that might be addressed in future studies. First of
all, the response rate was relatively low. Thus, generalizability of the results is limited.
The reasons for the low return rate may include the busy work schedule in internship
training sites. Interns and their supervisors have hectic work schedules. Pre-doctoral
interns at university counseling centers work forty hour a week with the responsibilities
such as seeing individual clients, conducting group counseling and
career/academic/personal workshops, doing research, getting supervision, answering
emergency calls, filling paper work, supervising practicum students, and searching for a
job. During their forty-hour work schedule, finding time to respond to a research study
might be difficult. Supervisors as well have multiple responsibilities seeing clients,
providing supervision, attending staff meetings, conducting administrative tasks, writing
recommendation letters, serving on committees, and writing case notes. At times,
research requests may not be their top priority.
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The second reason for the low return rate may be a result of complications of the
data collection method. I requested supervisory pairs to send surveys back to me together.
Getting the surveys back together required the cooperation of three different individuals.
Training directors were asked to distribute surveys to three supervisory pairs. Then,
supervisor and supervisee pairs were asked to fill out their forms, put them in an envelope
and send them back to me. In this process, any delay or any miscommunication or
disorganization might have contributed to a low return rate.
Another explanation for the low return rate might be the hesitation of a supervisee
to fill out survey and return it to the supervisor. In this study, after completing their
surveys, interns returned their surveys in sealed envelopes to their supervisors. During the
data collection process, one intern reported returning the sealed envelope to the
supervisor with “some hesitation” because the comments regarding the supervisory
relationship were not positive. Other interns also might have had similar uncomfortable
feelings when they completed the survey. In a future study, it may be better to have
interns and their supervisors send their surveys back separately in coded envelopes.
In the current study, only a minimum number of minority group members were
included. Since this study focuses on multicultural factors, representation of diverse
groups was critical. However, the respondents of the study were mostly from the majority
culture and background. The reasons for the low minority representation in the response
may include the real representation of minority groups in the supervisor and supervisee
populations or/and that minorities did not return their responses. Thus, limited number of
respondents from minority groups represented in this sample may limit the
generalizability of the study.
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During the data collection process, I did not ask training directors to distribute
surveys specifically to multicultural supervisory pairs, so pairs were chosen randomly in
their sites. I described multicultural characteristics in general terms rather than
race/ethnicity/culture. However, even though there were limited number of minority
individuals in terms of race, religion, sexual orientation and relationship status in the
sample group, supervisory pairs were different in at least one of the other variables.
In this study, APA-accredited university counseling centers were included and
results reflect this population. Consequently, the results may be generalizable to the
larger population of counseling center interns. The results are not generalizable to intern
populations in other settings, including APA accredited veterans affairs, community
mental health settings, and other medical centers and non-APA training settings.
In the current study, respondents were pre-doctoral psychology interns and their
Ph.D. level licensed individual supervisors. Hence, the results of this study may not be
generalizable to other levels of supervisory relationships in psychology such as master’s
level practicum or internship experiences.
The data are gathered as a result of self-reports of the participants. By definition,
self-report questionnaires rely on perception and are not perfect measures of the desired
construct. The future study might qualitatively examine the supervisory working alliance
in addition to inventories used in current research. For instance, open ended questions or/
and critical incident questions might add a deeper look at the supervisory relationship.
Implications
The current study offers several implications for practice, training, and future
research in counseling psychology. The aim of this study was to explore whether
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multicultural differences between supervisees and supervisors change their perception of
the supervisory working alliance. The present study implies that supervisors and their
supervisees have similar supervisory working alliance perceptions regardless of their
differences and similarities in these characteristics. Supervisory matching by
multicultural characteristics does not change the perception of supervisory working
alliance between supervisory pairs. However, the bond between a supervisory pair is
perceived as lower by the supervisee, if there is a greater age gap between supervisee and
supervisor. In psychology internship and training programs, when supervisors build a
supervisory working alliance with their supervisees, usually it is supervisors’ role to
initiate the discussion about their mutual goals and tasks. Thus, supervisors need to
instigate regarding setting mutual goals and tasks to work on in their relationship.
Holloway (1997) indicated that continuous interaction between supervisory pair and the
process within the relationship permit shared power. Power differences will be less
challenging if supervisory pair is equally involved in the relationship. The current study
suggests that only the age differences between supervisory pair lowers supervisees’
bonding experiences with their supervisors. This finding signifies that the power
differences between supervisee and supervisor and evaluative function of supervisor
might emphasize that age difference in the supervisee’s perception. Supervisees need to
be included in supervisory process and be felt that they are in equal relationship. When
the age differences is higher, naturally, supervisees tend to be young such as in their late
20s, and supervisors might be in their late 50s or 60s and most likely will be in the
highest level of their professional ranking. In the current research, the oldest supervisor
was 65 years old and the youngest supervisee was 26 years old. The age gap between
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supervisory pairs naturally might intimidate the supervisee because of the power and
experience differences. Thus, supervisees might feel less bonded with their supervisors.
This study offers several ideas for future research. One implication of the study is
that despite differences a strong supervisory alliance can be built. The future research
might study how these supervisors built their alliances with their supervisees regardless
of the differences in demographics.
The future research in supervisory working alliance might focus on racial and
gender identity development of supervisory pairs. Helms (1995) described race as a
dynamic and developmental process. In supervisory relationship research, racial or
gender identity statutes need to be included along with working alliance.
Future studies might include qualitative research methods and open-ended
questions for supervisory pairs about their supervisory experiences such as critical
incidents. Open-ended questions in addition to Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory
would give a richer meaning to the data.
One of the limitations of the current study was the low return rate. Future research
needs to eliminate the previously discussed complications in data collection and include
more participants in the study.
Conclusions
In today’s diverse society, counselor training and supervision need to have a
strong emphasis on multicultural issues and understanding of human behavior in
multicultural context. Becoming a counselor or a psychologist does not only require an
extensive training about human behavior, but also learning to be part of the client’s
journey. Counselor training and supervision provides a processing opportunity for
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supervisees to develop their own style of counseling. In this way, becoming a counselor
is an ongoing process. This research captured a small segment of counseling psychology
training during the beginning of the professional journey. I hope that this research is one
of the tiny steps in understanding human behavior in a multicultural context.
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Letter to Training Director
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D A K O T A

DEPARTMENT O f COUNSELING
P.O. BOX 8255
GRAND fORKS. NORTH DAKOTA 58202-8Z55
(701) 777-Z7Z9

Dear Training Director,

I am Derya Suzen, a Ph.D. student in Counseling Psychology at University o f North Dakota. I am
conducting a study for my dissertation on Supervisory Working Alliance. The purpose o f this research
project is to examine the perceptions o f supervisors and supervisees regarding their relationships. While
supervision is generally considered an important part o f training, little empirical information is available
regarding supervisory working alliance. I expect that this information will be useful to training directors,
clinical supervisors, and student interns.
I request your assistance in recruiting clinical supervisors and pre-doctoral intern students to complete the
enclosed survey including the Working Alliance Inventory and Demographic Questionnaire. Participating
in this research is completely voluntary. By completing the survey form, participants are consenting to
participate in the study.
Please identify up to three clinical supervisors and three corresponding pre-doctoral intern students
in your setting. These clinical supervisors should be primarily responsible for individual supervision
with a corresponding pre-doctoral intern student. The chosen clinical supervisors will complete the
Working Alliance Inventory - Supervisor and Demographic Questionnaire and send their surveys along
with her/his individual intern's materials.
There are return-addressed and pre-stamped envelopes enclosed for each supervisor-supervisee pair, to
protect confidentiality and also to eliminate the need for you to collect data from the identified
participants in your setting. There is also a cover letter, similar to this one, attached to each survey so that
individual respondents will have the necessary information to consent to participation in this study. The
identity o f your setting will not be attached in any way to survey responses. Confidentiality o f responses
will be protected. Reminder post cards w ill be sent out in a month.
If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (701) 777-2729 or Dr. Cindy L.
Juntunen (701) 777-3740. Thank you in advance for your participation!
Sincerely,

Principal Investigator
Derya Suzen, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Dept, o f Counseling Psychology
University o f North Dakota
Grand Forks, ND 58202-8255
(701) 777-2729
suzen@badlands.nodak.edu

Dr. Cindy L. Juntunen
Dissertation Chair
Dept, o f Counseling Psychology
University o f North Dakota
Grand Forks, ND 58202-8255
(701)777-3740
cjunttme@badIands.nodak.edu

51

APPENDIX B
Letter to Supervisor
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DEPARTMENT O f COUNSELING
P.O. BOX 8 2 5 5
GRAND FORKS. NORTH DAKOTA 5 8 2 02-8255
(701) 7 7 7 -2 7 2 9

March 2, 2000
Dear Clinical Supervisor,

I am Derya Suzen, a Ph.D. student in Counseling Psychology at University of North Dakota. I
am conducting a study for my dissertation on Supervisory Working Alliance. The purpose of
this research project is to examine the perceptions of supervisors and supervisees regarding their
relationships. WTiiie supervision is generally considered an important part of t r a i n i n g , little
empirical information is available regarding supervisory working alliance. I expect that this
information will be useful to training directors, clinical supervisors, and student interns.
I request your assistance in completing the enclosed Working Alliance Inventory - Supervisor
and Demographic Questionnaire. It will take approximately 20 minutes for you to complete the
questionnaire. Please do not write your name on the questionnaire. I would very much
appreciate your time to complete the surveys! Participating in this research is completely
voluntary. By completing the attached survey form, you are consenting to participation in the
study. The identity of your setting will not be attached in any way to survey responses.
Your individual pre-doctoral intern student was also asked to complete a similar survey. When
you complete, please return the packet sealed in the enclosed envelope to your individual
supervisee by two weeks. Your supervisee is responsible to return the completed surveys.
If you would like to receive the results of the study, please write your name and address on a
separate card or sheet of paper and return it (unattached) with your survey. If you have any
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (701) 777-2729 or Dr. Cindy L.
Juntunen (701) 777-3740. Thank you in advance for your participation!
Sincerely,

Dr. Cindy L. Juntunen
Dissertation Chair
Dept, of Counseling Psychology
University of North Dakota
Grand Forks, ND 58202-8255
(701) 777-3740
cjunmne@badlands.nodak.edu

Derya Suzen, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Dept, of Counseling Psychology
University of North Dakota
Grand Forks, ND 58202-8255
(701) 777-2729
suzen@badlands.nodak.edu
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APPENDIX C
WORKING ALLIANCE INVENTORY - Supervisor
The following sentences describe some of the different ways a person might think or feel
about his or her supervisee. If the statement describes the way you always feel (or think),
circle the number "7;" if it never applies to you, circle the number "1." Use the numbers in
between to describe the variations between these extremes. This questionnaire is
confidential. Neither your supervisee nor the agency will see your answers. Please work
fast: Your first impressions are the ones we would like to have.
PLEASE DO NOT
FORGET TO RESPOND TO EVERY ITEM
With each statement there is a seven-point scale:
1

2

Never

Rarely

3

Occasionally

4

5

Sometimes

Often

6

7

Very often

Always

1. I feel uncomfortable with my supervisee 1 2

3

4

5

2. My supervisee and I agree about the
steps to be taken to improve his/her
work as a therapist.

3

4

5

6

6

1 2

6

7

7

3. I have some concerns about the outcome
of these sessions.
1

2

3

4

5

4. My supervisee and I both feel confident
about the usefulness of our current
activity in supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. My supervisee and I have a common
perception of her/his goals.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. I feel I really understand my supervisee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. My supervisee finds what we are doing
in supervision confusing.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. I believe my supervisee likes me.
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1
Never

2
Rarely

3
Occasionally

4
Sometimes

9. I sense a need to clarify the purpose
of our sessions for my supervisee.

5
Often

6
Very often

7
Always

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. I have some disagreements with my
supervisee about the goals of these
sessions.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. I believe that the time my supervisee
and I are spending together is not
spent efficiently.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I have doubts about what we are
trying to accomplish in supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. I am clear and explicit about what
my supervisee’s responsibilities are
in supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. The current goals of these sessions
are important for my supervisee.

1

15. I find that what my supervisee and
I are doing in supervision is unrelated
to his/her current concerns.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. I feel confident that the things we do
in supervision will help my
supervisee to accomplish the
changes he/she desires.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I am genuinely concerned for my
supervisee's welfare.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I am clear as to what I expect my
supervisee to do in these sessions.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

My supervisee and I respect each
other.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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1
Never

2
Rarely

3
Occasionally

4
Sometimes

5
Often

6
Very often

7
Always

20. I feel that I am not totally honest
about my feelings toward my
supervisee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21. Iam confident in my ability to
help my supervisee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. We are working towards mutually
agreed-upon goals.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. I appreciate my supervisee as
a person.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

24. We agree on what is important for
my supervisee to work on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

25. As a result o f these sessions, my
supervisee is clearer as to how
he/she might be able to improve
his/her work as a therapist.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26. My supervisee and I have built
a mutual trust.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27. My supervisee and I have different
ideas on what his/her learning
needs are.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28. Our relationship is important to
my supervisee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29. My supervisee has some fears
that if she/he says or does the
wrong things, I will stop working
with him/her.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30. My supervisee and I have
collaborated in setting goals for
these sessions.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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1
Never

2
Rarely

3
Occasionally

4
Sometimes

5
Often

6
Very often

7
Always

31. My supervisee is frustrated by
what I am asking him/her to do
in supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

32. We have established a good
understanding between us of
the kind o f changes that would
be good for my supervisee.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

33. The things that we are doing in
supervision don't make much
sense to my supervisee.

1

3

4

5

6

7

34. My supervisee doesn't know
what to expect as the result of
supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

35. My supervisee believes the way
we are working with his/her issues
is correct.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

36. I respect my supervisee even
when she/he does things I do not
approve of.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

•Horvath, A. O. (1982). Working Alliance Inventory (Revised Edition)

APPENDIX D
Demographic Questionnaire for Supervisor
Theoretical Orientation_________________________________
How many pre-doctoral intern students are you supervising right now ?________
Approximately how many hours do you spend for individual supervision a week with the
supervisee who is in this study?________
A ge_______
Female

Male

Race/Ethnicity/Nationality
(Check all that apply)

African or Black______
Asian or Pacific Islander_____
Caucasian (European Heritage)
Hispanic______
Native American________
International (please specify)__
Other (please specify)_______

Religion Affiliation

Catholic_____
Jewish______
Baptist_____
Muslim_____
Buddhist
Other (please specify)

Sexual Orientation

Bisexual

Relationship Status

Single____ Married____Committed Relationship___
Cohabitant
Divorced
Widowed
Other

Physical Disability

Y es____ No

Hetrosexual

Protestant
Unitarian
Lutheran _
Atheist
Hindi

Homosexual

What is your first language?__________________
Are you bilingual? Y es____ N o _____
If yes, the language(s) you speak other than English_______________
If you are not an American Citizen, how long have you been in the US?
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APPENDIX E
Letter to Supervisee
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DEPARTMENT OF COUNSELING
P.O. SOX 8Z5S
GRAND FORKS. NORTH DAKOTA 5aZ0Z-«255

March 2, 2000

W I I 777-Z7Z9

Dear Pre-Doctoral Intern Student,
I am Derya Suzen, a Ph.D. student in Counseling Psychology at University of North Dakota. I
am conducting a study for my dissertation on Supervisory Working Alliance. The purpose of
this research project is to examine the perceptions of supervisors and supervisees regarding their
relationships. While supervision is generally considered an important part of training, little
empirical information is available regarding supervisory working alliance. I expect that this
information will be useful to training directors, clinical supervisors, and student interns.
I request your assistance in completing the enclosed Working Alliance Inventory - Supervisee
and Demographic Questionnaire. It will take approximately 20 minutes for you to complete the
questionnaire. I would very much appreciate your time to complete the surveys! Please do not
write your name on the questionnaire. Participating in this research is completely voluntary. By
completing the attached survey form, you are consenting to participation in the study. The
identity of your setting will not be attached in any way to survey responses.
Please ask your individual supervisor asked to complete the supervisor survey. When you
complete, please return the packet INCLUDING BOTH YOUR SUPERVISOR'S SURVEY
AND YOUR SURVEY, In the enclosed reply envelope by three weeks.
If you would like to receive the results of the study, please write your name and address on a
separate card or sheet of paper and return it (unattached) with your survey form. Please feel free
to contact me at (701) 777-2729 or Dr. Cindy L. Juntunen (701) 777-3740, if you have any
questions or comments. Thank you in advance for your participation!
Sincerely,

Faculty Supervisor
Dr. Cindy L. Juntunen
Dissertation Chair
Dept, of Counseling Psychology
University of North Dakota
Grand Forks. ND 58202-8255
(701) 777-3740
cjuntunc@badlands.noclak.edu

Derya Suzen, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Dept, of Counseling Psychology
University of North Dakota
Grand Forks, ND 58202-8255
(701) 777-2729
suzen@badlands.nodak.edu
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APPENDIX F
WORKING ALLIANCE INVENTORY - Supervisee
The following sentences describe some of the different ways a person might think or feel
about his or her supervisor. If the statement describes the way you always feel (or think),
circle the number " 7 ;" if it never applies to you, circle the number " 1 Use the numbers in
between to describe the variations between these extremes. This questionnaire is
confidential. Neither your supervisor nor the agency will see your answers. Please work
fast: Your first impressions are the ones we would like to have. PLEASE DO NOT
FORGET TO RESPOND TO EVERY ITEM
With each statement there is a seven-point scale:
1

Never

2

3

4

5

Rarely

Occasionally

Sometimes

Often

1. I feel uncomfortable with my supervisor. 1

2

2. My supervisor and I agree about the
things I will need to do to improve my
abilities as a therapist.

2

1

6

7

Very Often

Always

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

3

3. I am worried about the outcome of
these sessions.

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. What I am doing in supervision
gives me new ways of looking at
how I approach my work as a therapist. 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. My supervisor and I understand each
other.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. My supervisor perceives accurately
what my goals are.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

7.

8.

I find what I am doing in supervision
confusing.
I believe my supervisor likes me.
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1
Never

9.

2
Rarely

3
Occasionally

4
Sometimes

5
Often

6
Very Often

7
Always

I wish my supervisor and I could
clarify the purpose of our sessions.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. I disagree with my supervisor about
what I ought to get out of supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. I believe that the time my supervisor
and I are spending together is not
spent efficiently.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. My supervisor does not understand
what I am trying to accomplish in
supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

7

13. I am clear on what my
responsibilities are in supervision.

2

14. The goals of these sessions are
important to me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

15. I find that what my supervisor and
I are doing in supervision is
unrelated to my concerns.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. I feel the things I do in supervision
will help me to improve as a therapist. 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. I believe my supervisor is genuinely
concerned my welfare.

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. Iam clear as to what my supervisor
wants me to do in these sessions.

2

3

4

5

6

7

19. My supervisor and I respect each other 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. I feel that my supervisor is not
totally honest about his/her feelings
toward me.

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
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1
Never

2
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3
Occasionally

4
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5
Often

6
Very Often

7
Always

21. Iam confident in my supervisor’s
ability to help me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. My supervisor and I are working
towards mutually agreed-upon goals.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. I feel that my supervisor appreciates
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

24. We agree on what is important for
me to work on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

25. As a result of these sessions, I am
clearer as to how I might be able to
improve my work as a therapist.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26. My supervisor and I trust one another

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27. My supervisor and I have different
ideas on what my difficulties are.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28. My relationship with is very
important to me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29. I have the feeling that if I say or do
the wrong things, my supervisor will
stop supervising me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30. My supervisom and I collaborate
on setting goals for my supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

31. Iam frustrated by the things I am
doing in supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

32. We have established a good
understanding of the kind of changes
that would be good for my work as
a therapist.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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1
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2
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3
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4
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5
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6
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7
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33. The things that my supervisor is
asking me to do don't make sense
to me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

34. I don't know what to expect as
the result of my supervision.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I believe the way we are working
in supervision is correct.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I feel my supervisor cares about
me even when I do things that
he/she does not approve of

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Scoring key: Working Alliance Inventory
(both supervisor and supervisee forms)
Scale__________ Items to be summed______________
Task. 2 ,4 ,7 * . 11*, 13, 15*, 16, 18, 24, 31*. 33*, 35
Bond: 1*. 5, 8, 17, 19, 20*, 21, 23, 26, 28, 29*, 36
Goal: 3*, 6, 9*, 10*,12*, 14, 22, 25, 27*, 30, 32, 34*
Note Items marked with asterisk (*) are scored in reverse direction.
•Horvath, A. O. (1982). Working Alliance Inventory (Revised Edition)

APPENDIX G
Demographic Questionnaire for Supervisee
Theoretical Orientation_________________________________
How many pre-doctoral intern students are you supervising right now ?________
Approximately how many hours do you spend for individual supervision a week with the
supervisee who is in this study?________
A g e_______
Fem ale___

Male

___

Race/Ethnicity/Nationality
(Check all that apply)

African or Black______
Asian or Pacific Islander_____
Caucasian (European Heritage)
Hispanic______
Native American________
International (please specify)__
Other (please specify)_______

Religion Affiliation

Catholic_____
Jewish______
Baptist_____
Muslim_____
Buddhist_____
Other (please specify)

Protestant
Unitarian
Lutheran
Atheist__
Hindi___

Sexual Orientation

Bisexual___ Hetrosexual___Homosexual____ Other

Relationship Status

Single____ Married____ Committed Relationship___
Cohabitant____ Divorced____ Widowed____ Other

Physical Disability

Y es____ No

What is your first language?__________________
Are you bilingual? Y es____ N o _____
If yes, the language(s) you speak other than English_______________
If you are not an American Citizen, how long have you been in the US?
63
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